From the point of view of the non-academic observer whose main concern was the conduct of economic policy, Monetarism involved first a theory of inflation, second a theory of the cycle, and third, as a corollary of these, a recommendation for the conduct of monetary policy. Specifically, inflation was said to be explicable in terms of the rate of growth of the money supply, and the cycle, or more precisely its turning points, in terms of changes in that rate of growth.
Laidler 2004 [1990] , p. 395.
To understand Laidler's work as a whole, we need to put ourselves in his shoes, and imagine what it was like to enter the profession during the years of Keynesian hegemony, when all of macroeconomics was supposed to be summarized by the simple two-curve IS-LM model, itself presumed to be an aggregative version of the Walrasian general equilibrium model, and when econometric estimation of multiple-equation
versions of this simple model was seen as the epitome of empirical work in the field.
With modern economic theory to guide their thinking, and modern computers to help them tie theory to the data, it seemed to many economists entirely possible that the business cycle could be conquered by science.
As an undergraduate at the London School of Economics, Laidler's first exposure to monetary theory came during the years when the famous Radcliffe Committee Report on the Working of the Monetary System (1959) was being prepared. The principal author of the Report was R. S. Sayers, a professor at the LSE and a man whose understanding of money stemmed from historical and institutional study of Bank of England operations since 1890 (Sayers 1936 (Laidler 2004 , Chs. 1, 3, 4, 10, 14, 15 [1981 , 2003 , 1972 , 1993 , 1989 , 1994 Starting his academic career at Berkeley, Laidler produced in quick succession two impressive empirical papers on money demand that were quickly published (1966 ( , 1997 ( Ch. 1 [1966 ). And at the same time he produced a draft of his first paper in the history of monetary thought, an appreciation of Thomas Tooke that was eventually published as "Thomas Tooke on Monetary Reform" (1972) . What did he like about Tooke? It is Tooke's empiricism that comes in for highest praise. Although not perhaps the "painstaking piece of econometric research" (p. 68) that the standards of modern science would require, Tooke's understanding of how the banking system actually worked (specifically the flux and reflux of the note issue) was clearly superior to that of his intellectual opponents, who nevertheless managed to prevail in subsequent legislation (Peel's Act), as well as subsequent academic opinion.
For the young Laidler, even if for no one else, these two lines of research were intimately connected. Tooke and the other founders of British monetary orthodoxy (see Fetter 1965) had distilled their wisdom largely from historical and institutional study because that was the best scientific method available to them. Econometrics appealed to the young Laidler for its promise of engaging even more deeply with the data; it seemed to him just a more modern and scientific way of doing historical and institutional study.
In time he would come to question his youthful faith in the promise of econometrics, and develop greater appreciation for the less technical but more direct engagement of an earlier intellectual style. But at the beginning of his career econometrics seemed to be a way of testing how well theory fit the facts, and as such a force for improvement of theory.
But Tooke was not just an exemplary scientist, he was also the leader of the provided the necessary long-run discipline for the monetary system, and that institutional fact allowed them to focus their attention more on how best to manage the elasticity inherent in credit. Their policy answer, the real bills doctrine, was plainly unsatisfactory but in other respects their analysis was plainly superior. The challenge for Laidler was to understand how the balance of discipline and elasticity that Tooke had sought for his own time could be achieved under very different modern conditions, to wit a system of apparently fiat national currencies without any inherent nominal anchor. The modern dominance of Currency School thinking reflected understandable concern about the problem of discipline in such a system, but missed the important dimension of elasticity.
Laidler's early engagement with Tooke's work thus marks the beginning of Laidler's doubts about the exogenous money model shared by Friedman and his critics.
Indeed, some hint of these emerging doubts can be seen even in Laidler's own painstaking econometric research. In the very first of his 1966 empirical papers, he is already testing his own non-Friedmanian theory of money demand: "This hypothesis states that transitory income and negative transitory consumption are added to money balances, so that their level at any time will depend upon all past levels of these transitory components" (1966, 56) . Here is the origin of Laidler's later embrace of what he would call the "buffer stock" approach to monetary economics (Laidler 1997 Ch. 13 [1984 ).
In 1966 however these were only doubts, not convictions. Like his mentor Milton As a theoretical matter the demand for money seemed to be a problem quite amenable to applied price theory, and as an empirical matter it seemed to be a stable function welldescribed by a small number of parameters (Friedman 1956 (Friedman , 1959 function" (Laidler 1982, 35) . Similarly, "the belief …that the demand for money in the aggregate economy can be modeled in the long and short runs 'as if' money was a consumer durable good, is fallacious" (Laidler 1982, 42) .
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But these theoretical and empirical problems with money demand were in fact only symptoms of a deeper problem that came more and more to the forefront as the New Classical Macroeconomics of Robert Lucas and his colleagues took center stage.
Laidler's own "Manchester monetarism" had in fact never assumed market clearing (nor had the Keynesian IS-LM model that he had used to express it) while Friedman's monetarism had explicitly drawn such a connection. Says Friedman (1968, 8) (1969, 1977, 1985, 1993 Although he engaged with and supported others who worked on the history of economics, he never viewed such work as comprising a subfield of economics, and that perhaps explains his occasional lack of attention to the secondary literature (noted by Dimand).
Laidler reads old economics in order to gain insights for today. By watching how economists adapted to changing circumstances, he hopes to derive clues and inspiration about how we can do the same for our own modern changing circumstances.
A monetarist among Keynesians in his early career, Laidler's opposition to temporary orthodoxy was born of neither ideological anti-state conviction, nor starry-9 Here a full appreciation of Laidler would require treatment of his extensive work as an advisor to the Bank of Canada, as well as Laidler's many other policy interventions.
eyed faith in unfettered markets. Instead, his disequilibrium monetarism was an alternative road branching out from origins in the pre-World War I development of neoclassical monetary economics (Laidler 1991 ) and the interwar literature on money, the cycle and unemployment (Laidler 1999) . For the post World War II period it turned out to be a road not taken by the profession at large, at least not yet. Laidler's metaphorical non-Walrasianism can be understood as preparing the ground for a more thoroughgoing analytical non-Walrasianism yet to come.
